PREFACE TO THE SIXTH EDITION
t
he periodic revision of this book has always been a some-
what humiliating experience. At the outset the task has
seemed comparatively simple. The current edition has not
been too roughly handled by the reviewers, it is still in circula-
tion, and presumably all that is required is to bring it up to
date by the addition of recent authorities and by suggesting
possible interpretations of such statutes as may have been
passed. But this complacency quickly evaporates when the
book is read afresh, for shortcomings of one kind and another
are not long in coming to light and the impression gradually
grows that slight amendments and additions will not suffice.
Such, indeed, has proved to be the case on the present occasion
and in the result few pages have survived alteration. In case it
may be of use to those who are familiar with the book, the
following are examples of where the text has been materially
affected.
Sovereign immunity (pp. 88-102).
Jurisdiction of the English courts. Here, the former
pages, 104—13, dealing with jurisdiction ratione personae,
have been entirely rewritten and replaced by pages 107—11.
Later in the same chapter an attempt has been made to show
that a defendant is not amenable to this jurisdiction merely
because movables belonging to him are situated in England
(pp. 120—2),
It has been necessary to expose the heresy, surprisingly
held in certain quarters, that to settle permanently in a new
country does not effect a change of domicil if the propositus
intends to retain his former personal law (p. 180).
The litigation concerning the National Bank of Greece
and Athens has, rightly or wrongly, been considered in con-
nexion with corporations (pp. 207—9).
The discussion of the Taczanowska and Kochanski deci-
sions, vivid illustrations of the lamentable truth that hard
cases make bad law, has increased the text by three pages
(pp. 344-6).	;	.	,.
The question, hitherto negatively answered m ten lines,
whether the bare fact that the parties married in England
suffices to give the court jurisdiction to annul a voidable
marriage, has required more copious treatment (pp. 362-^6).

